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PER CURI AM

James Arthur Lenon appeals his sentence inposed upon a
violation of his term of supervised release from his previous
conviction on drug-rel ated charges. Lenon was ultimtely sentenced
to 132 nont hs’ i nprisonnent on the underlying conviction, after the
sent ence was reduced twi ce by the district court based upon Lenon’s
substantial assistance. He now chall enges the district court’s
i mposition of a sentence of thirty-six nmonths’ inprisonnent for his
admtted violations of the terns of his supervised rel ease.

According to the undisputed facts, Lenon was rel eased
fromcustody, and his term of supervised rel ease began on June 3,
2004. At his first visit with his probation officer, on June 7
2004, Lenon admtted to snoking marijuana two days after he had
been rel eased fromprison. Subsequent urinalysis testing reveal ed
that Lenon had used cocaine, and Lenon admtted to bei ng addicted
to cocai ne. Lenmon later failed to attend treatnment, failed to
provi de urine screens as directed, and failed to report for weekend
jail confinenent, ordered by the district court as a result of his
violations. After the district court ordered Lenon to be placed in
a comunity confinenent center, Lenon tested positive for cocai ne
use, failed to report for work, and failed a breathal yzer test.

Lenon’s federal probation officer thereafter filed a
nmotion to revoke Lenon’s supervised release. In addition to

Lenon’ s adm ssion that he had violated the rules of the community



corrections center, Lenon, by counsel, requested treatnent for his
crack cocai ne addiction, as well as evaluation and treatnent for
depression. The district court stated that it had considered the
policy statement on revocation contained in Chapter Seven of the
sentenci ng guidelines, and while the applicable guideline range
called for a sentence of eight to fourteen nonths, it determ ned
that Lenon’s sentence should be thirty-six nonths’ inprisonnent to
ensure that Lenon coul d recei ve i ntensive substance abuse treat ment
while incarcerated. On appeal, Lenon contends that the sentence
imposed by the district court was unreasonable, given the
appl i cabl e sentenci ng gui delines policy statenent.

This court reviews a sentence i nposed by a district court

as a consequence of a supervised release violation for abuse of

discretion. United States v. Davis, 53 F. 3d 638, 642-43 (4th G r

1995). The sentencing ranges provided by U.S. Sentencing

Quidelines Manual 8§ 7Bl1.4, p.s., are purely advisory and do not

bind the sentencing court. Davis, 53 F.3d at 672 (supervised

rel ease revocation proceeding); United States v. Denard, 24 F.3d

599, 602 (4th Cr. 1994) (probation revocation proceeding). I n
addition, the guidelines comentary establishes the propriety of a
sent ence above the recommended range where, as here, the original
sentence was the result of a downward departure. USSG § 7BLl. 4,

p.s., cnt. n.4.



We find, given that the district court here considered
the guidelines prior to inposing sentence and inposed the thirty-
si x month sentence to ensure that Lenon coul d receive the intensive
substance abuse treatnent he clearly needed and requested, the
district court’s sentence does not constitute an abuse of
di scretion.”’

Accordingly, we affirmLenon’s conviction and sentence.
We dispense with oral argument because the facts and |egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

Court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED

"W also note that the sentence Lenon received on the
supervi sed rel ease viol ation was still belowhis original guideline
sent enci ng range, and t he supervi sed rel ease viol ati on was based on
a nunber of drug-rel ated events, which began wi thin days of Lenon’s
rel ease from cust ody.



